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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as. set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 24, 26-31, 34, 36-41, 44, and 46-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Addink (U.S. 6,042,477) in view of Jacobs (U.S. 6,126,548). 

As per claim 24, Addink teaches a computer network having a plurality of terminals each 
having a processor, a memory, a manual input, and a network connection, wherein each of said 
terminals executes instructions to define a shared virtual environment (column 3, lines 1-11); 
each of said instructions includes a local object defining a local entity, said object including data 
defining attributes of said entity, wherein said entity is perceived by a user as being controllable 
within said shared virtual environment in response to manual control that changes said data 
(column 4, lines 37-65); said local object is duplicated on other network terminals as a duplica 
(column 4, lines 45-52); each terminal predicts the data of its duplicas (4; 53-65); each terminal 
modifies the predicted data of its duplicas in response to receiving updates from the duplicas' 
originating terminals (4; 37-65); and each originating terminal sends updates to specific 
destination terminals in dependence of an assessment of update necessity, wherein said 
assessment includes a measurement of relevance between a first entity and a second entity, said 
first entity being defined by the local object at said originating terminal and said second entity 
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being defined by a local object at the destination terminal (column 5, lines 1-9). Addink does not 
specifically teach the comparison of the predicted duplica data versus the actual data of the 
remote object to cause an update. Jacobs teaches the use of dead reckoning techniques, where if 
the predicted position of the duplica diverges too much from the actual position of the remote 
object, an update is sent (column 5, lines 17-40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the updating of duplica information in 
response to the predicted and actual data exceeding an allowable threshold of divergence, to 
arrive at the claimed system, as taught by Jacobs in the system of Addink. The motivation for 
doing so lies in the fact that using a dead reckoning system would save bandwidth, which would 
greatly alleviate latency issues. Both inventions are from the same field of endeavor, namely 
improvements in multi-player network gaming, in relation to bandwidth and latency. 

As per claim 26, Addink-Jacobs teaches a computer network according to claim 24, 
wherein said assessment of update necessity includes the computation of an error value, and said 
originating terminal sends an update if said computed error value is larger than an error tolerance 
that is a function of said measurement of relevance (Addink: column 6, Hnes 20-55; Jacobs: 5; 
17-40). 

As per claim 27, Addink-Jacobs teaches a computer network according to claim 24, 
wherein said measurement of relevance is performed by comparing the data of said local object 
of said originating terminal and the predicted data of the duplica defining said second entity that 
is stored on said originating terminal (Addink: column 6, lines 20-67; Jacobs: 5; 17-40). 

As per claim 28, Addink-Jacobs teaches a computer network according to claim 24, 
wherein said measurement of relevance is a measurement of distance between the positions of 
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said first and second entities in said shared virtual environment as defined by the data of said 
objects (Addink: column 5, lines 1-9; Jacobs: 5; 17-40). 

As per claim 29, Addink- Jacobs teaches a computer network according to claim 24, 
wherein each of said entities is considered to have a visible area of said shared virtual 
environment based on the attributes of said entity and the layout of said environment, and said 
measurement of relevance is a function of the position of said first entity within said shared 
virtual environment with respect to the visible area of said second entity (Addink: column 4, 
lines 37-65; Jacobs: 5; 17-40). 

As per claim 30, Addink- Jacobs teaches a computer network according to claim 24, 
wherein said attributes of an entity include the position within said shared virtual environment of 
said entity (Addink: column 4, hnes 37-65; Jacobs: 5; 17-40). 

As per claim 31, Addink- Jacobs teaches a computer network according to claini 24, 
wherein said attributes of an entity include the direction and velocity of travel of said entity 
within said shared virtual environment (Addink: column 4, lines 37-65; Jacobs: 5; 17-40). 

Claims 34, 36-41, 44, and 46-51 are rejected on the same bases as claims 24, and 26-31 
respectively. 

Claims 32, 33, 42, 43, 52, and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Addink-Jacobs in view of Katz (U.S. 5,623,642). 

As per claim 32, Addink-Jacobs teaches a computer network according to claim 24, but 
does not specifically teach that the attributes of an entity include the state of a weapon of said 
entity. Katz teaches the sending of packets, which enumerate weapons characteristics (column 2 
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lines 41-52). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include the ability to receive weapon information in the context of a flight 
simulation, as taught by Katz in the system of Addink-Jacobs. Receiving weapon status would 
enable the player to better plan a course of action based on the weapons armed. All inventions 
are from the same field of endeavor, namely efficient network gaming with multiple users. 

As per claim 33, Addink- Jacob s-Katz teaches a computer network according to claim 24, 
wherein said assessment of update necessity includes a measurement of the available network 
bandwidth (Katz: column 3, lines 25-59; column 3, lines 1-13; where the trading off of 
bandwidth dependent features, like updating, in response to available bandwidth constitutes a 
measurement of available network bandwidth). 

Claims 42, 43, 52, and 53 are rejected on the same bases as claims 32 and 33. 



Response to Arguments 



The arguments filed on December 13, 2005 have fully been considered and have 
respectfully been traversed by the new grounds of rejection. Additionally, motivation to 
combine the Addink-Jacobs and Katz references exists, because all references are drawn to the 
same problem, which, in this case, is the efficient updating of player data in a multi-player 
network system. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would find the 
updating of an enemy's weapon status - a widely known concept in network gaming - to be 
obvious. Further, given that the problem areas of all of the cited inventions deal with the concept 
of bandwidth and network latency (which are closely related), one of ordinary skill in the art 
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would find combining embodiments - which all teach the alleviation of bandwidth usage and 
latency problems in a multi-player system - to be obvious also, and would find motivation to do 
so. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tanim Hossain whose telephone number is 571/272-3881. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on 571/272-3933. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Tanim Hossain 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2145 
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